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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Applicant's election without traverse of Group I claims 1-11. 18-20 and 35-43 in 
the reply filed on 10/12/2006 is acknowledged. 

Claims 1-11, 18-20 and 35-43 are pending in this Office Action. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described ln (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), 
by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a 
patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty 
defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application 
filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United States and 
was published under Article 21 (2) of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1-4, 10, 18, 20, 35-37, and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Hennings et al (or hereinafter "Hennings") (US 6763496). 

As to claim 1 , Hennings teaches the claimed limitations: 
"receiving a search query from a client device" as receiving a search request 
from a user device (col. 6, lines 19-21, fig. 6); 

"generating at least one search result in response to the search query" as 
displaying a homepage 100 as a result in response to a user request (fig. 2), "the 
search result being associated with a search result document linl< to a search result 
document" as homepage 100 associated text hyperlink anchors to another webpage 
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1 18 as a search result document. For instance, clicking on either icon 104 or text 
hyperlink anchor 112 will link the browser to Cruises page 118 (fig. 2, coL6, lines 47-55); 

"generating an instruction corresponding to the search result" as clicking on 
either icon 104 or anchor 1 12 will link the browser to Cruises page 118 indicate the 
system generate an instruction corresponding to the homepage 100 (fig. 2, col. 6, lines 
47-55). 

"the instruction being to a document browser to display the search result on the 
client device, the instruction being to navigate directly to an intra-document portion 
within the search result document when the search result is selected by the user, the 
intra-document portion being related to the search query" as 
homepage 100 is at the top level of the content hierarchy, and there is a nested page 
for each of the travel categories that can be reached by either clicking one of the 
picture icons or one of the associated text hyperlink anchors. For instance, clicking on 
either icon 104 or text hyperlink anchor 1 12 will link the browser to Cruises page 118, 
causing the Cruises page to open in the browser. The Cruises page, and the pages 
associated with the other travel categories (e.g.. Air Travel page. Trains 
page, etc., are all nested at a second level of the content hierarchy. As with the 
homepage 100, Cruises page 118 also contains hyperlinks pointing to pages that are 
nested below it, including Alaska hyperlink 120,Caribbean hyperlink 122, Puerto Rico 
hyperlink 124, and Mexico hyperlink 126. Each of these hyperlinks can be used to 
locate a page at a third level of the content hierarchy (fig. 2, col. 6, lines 47-60); 
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"providing the search result to the user" as displaying the homepage 100 to the 
user (fig. 2). 

As to claims 2 and 36, Hennings teaches the claimed limitation "wherein each 
search result includes a snippet extracted from the search result document and wherein 
the instruction is to navigate directly to at least a portion of the snippet within the search 
result document" as (fig. 2; col. 6, lines 51-67). 

As to claim 3, Hennings teaches the claimed limitation 'S^vherein at least one 
search result includes a plurality of snippets extracted from the search result document 
and wherein the instruction is to generate a plurality of frames each displaying at least a 
portion of at least one of the snippets within the search result document" as (fig. 2, col. 
6. lines 51-67). 

As to claims 4 and 37, Hennings teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the 
instruction is an intra-document link pointing to the intra-document portion within the 
search result document, the intra-document portion being related to the search query" 
as (col. 6, lines 51-67). 

As to claims 10 and 43, Hennings teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the 
intra-document portion is at least one of text within the search result document, an 
image within the search result document, a tag identification, a tag name, a tag location 
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in tlie document object model, an HTML byte offset defined in the search result 
document and a general offset or location definition within the search result document" 
as beaches of document related to travel ticket Caribbean cruise as the intra-document 
portion is text with the search result travel ticket Caribbean cruise (fig. 2). 

As to claim 35, Hennings teaches the claimed limitations: 
"generating at least one search result in response to receiving a search query 
from a user, the search result being associated with a search result document link to a 
search result document" s as displaying a homepage 100 as a result in response to a 
user request (fig. 2), homepage 1 00 associated text hyperlink anchors to another 
webpage 1 18 as a search result document. For instance, clicking on either icon 104 or 
text hyperlink anchor 112 will link the browser to Cruises page 1 18 (fig. 2, col.6, lines 
47-55); 

" generating an instruction corresponding to the search result" as (fig. 2, col. 6, 
lines 47-60); 

"the instruction being to a document browser to display the search result on the 
client device; the instruction being to navigate directly to the intra-document portion 
within the search result document when the search result is selected by the user, the 
intra-document portion being related to the search query" as homepage 100 is at the top 
level of the content hierarchy, and there is a nested page for each of the travel 
categories that can be reached by either clicking one of the picture icons or one of the 
associated text hyperlink anchors. For instance, clicking on either icon 104 or text 
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hyperlink anchor 1 12 will link the browser to Cruises page 118, causing the Cmises 
page to open in the browser. The Cruises page, and the pages associated with the 
other travel categories (e.g.. Air Travel page. Trains page, etc., are all nested at a 
second level of the content hierarchy. As with the homepage 100, Cruises page 118 
also contains hyperlinks pointing to pages that are nested below it, including Alaska 
hyperlink 120,Caribbean hyperlink 122, Puerto Rico hyperlink 124, and Mexico 
hyperlink 126. Each of these hyperlinks can be used to locate a page at a third level of 
the content hierarchy (fig. 2, col. 6, lines 47-60); 

"providing the search result to the user" as (fig. 2). 

As to claim 18, Hennings teaches the claimed limitations: 

"generating at least one search result in response to a search query" as 
receiving a search request from a user device (col. 6, lines 19-21, fig. 6) and displaying 
a homepage 100 as a result in response to a user request (fig. 2), 

"returning the cached search result document automatically scrolled to a portion 
of the cached search result document containing the snippet in response to the cached 
link being selected by the user" as (fig. 2). 

As to claim 20, Hennings teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the cached 
search result document is automatically scrolled to the portion containing the snippet 
using a named anchor defined in the cached search document" as using a named 
anchor defined in a search result (fig. 2). 
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4. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Call (US 
6418441). 

As to claim 18, Call teaches the claimed limitations: 

"generating at least one search result in response to a search query" as A 
product information server 423 supplies product information to the browser 410 in the 
form of XML data as indicated at 424 in response to requests 425The browser 410 
preferably utilizes the Internet domain name system as proposed above to convert 
incoming universal product codes into Internet addresses (col. 23, lines 2-10); 

"returning the cached search result document automatically scrolled to a portion 
of the cached search result document containing the snippet in response to the cached 
link being selected by the user"' as the shared sales server 430 sends web pages 438 
containing information about products available from a connected retailer to the 
browser 410, along with XSL (Extensible Stylesheet Language) or CSS (Cascaded 
Style Sheets) style specifications as seen at 440. The use of XML and XSL or CSS 
provides several advantages. First, the selection and rendering of the product 
information is controlled by the links specified in the web page 438 as produced by the 
sales server. For example, if the web page 438 contains a product listing web page 
created in response to a search request from the browser 410, each included product 
description may include a link to only an that portion of an XML product description 
which contains a brief product description and a thumbnail image of the listed product, 
whereas, in response to a customer's request for more detailed information, the sales 
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server may return a web page containing an XML "Xpointer" link to detailed product 
information and/or to an enlarged image of the product. In both cases, the style in 
which the XML data is rendered by the browser (e.g. typeface, font size and color, 
background color, etc.) is controlled by the style specification supplied by the sale 
server (col. 23, lines 15-40). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

6. Claims 5-7 and 38-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hennings in view of Caronni et al (or hereinafter "Caronni") (US 2003/0154221). 

As to claim 5, Hennings does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein 
the intra-document link contains an artificial anchor undefined in the search result 
document". 

Caronni teaches when lookup routine determines that an entry corresponding to 
the entity name does not exist, it checks the system view table for an alternate file 
system entry. For example, if the lookup routine expands the entity name with a first 
uncommon string and no corresponding entry is found, the lookup routine may 
subsequently expand the entity name with a second uncommon string. The link 
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S:\eng\user123\file 1 .txt contains user123 as an artificial anchor; thus, the lookup 
rountine expands the entity name with a second uncommon string for searching (fig. 4, 
paragraph [0030, 0037]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Caronni's teaching of when lookup routine determines 
that an entry corresponding to the entity name does not exist, it checks the system view 
table for an alternate file system entry. For example, if the lookup routine expands the 
entity name with a first uncommon string and no corresponding entry is found, the 
lookup routine may subsequently expand the entity name with a second uncommon 
string. The link S:\eng\user123\file 1.bct contains user123 as an artificial anchor; thus, 
the lookup rountine expands the entity name with a second uncommon string for 
searching to Hennings's system in order to allow processes to enforce different views 
dependent on the context that a process is in and retrieve information corresponding to 
the expanded sequence. 

As to claim 6. Hennings does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein 
the artificial anchor includes a preassigned artificial anchor designator designating the 
anchor as artificial". 

Caronni teaches when lookup routine determines that an entry corresponding to 
the entity name does not exist, it checks the system view table for an alternate file 
system entry. For example, if the lookup routine expands the entity name with a first 
uncommon string and no corresponding entry is found, the lookup routine may 
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subsequently expand the entity name with a second uncommon string. The link 
S:\eng\user123\file l.txt contains user123 as an artificial anchor; thus, the lookup 
rountine expands the entity name with a second uncommon string for searching. 
S:\eng\ is represented as artificial anchor designator (fig. 4, paragraph [0030, 0037]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Caronni's teaching of when lookup routine determines 
that an entry corresponding to the entity name does not exist, it checks the system view 
table for an alternate file system entry. For example, if the lookup routine expands the 
entity name with a first uncommon string and no corresponding entry is found, the 
lookup routine may subsequently expand the entity name with a second uncommon 
string. The link S:\eng\user123\file l.bct contains user123 as an artificial anchor; thus, 
the lookup rounfine expands the entity name with a second uncommon string for 
searching to Hennings's system in order to allow processes to enforce different views 
dependent on the context that a process is in and retrieve information corresponding to 
the expanded sequence. 

As to claim 7, Hennings does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein 
the artificial anchor includes the preassigned artificial anchor designator as one of a 
prefix and a suffix and wherein the preassigned artificial anchor designator includes a 
preassigned set of text characters". 

Caronni teaches S:\eng\ as prefix. This prefix includes a set of character such 
as user123\file1 .brt or user342\file1 .txt . The S:\eng\ as anchor designator (fig. 4). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Caronni's teaching of \eng\ as prefix. This prefix 
includes a set of character such as user123\file1 .txt or user342\file1 .txt to Hennings's 
system in order to allow processes to enforce different views dependent on the context 
that a process is in and retrieve information corresponding to the expanded sequence. 

Claim 38 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 5. 
Claim 39 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 6. 
Claim 40 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 40. 

7. Claims 8-9 and 41-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hennings in view of Hill et al (or hereinafter "Hill") (US 2004/0024788). 

As to claim 8, Hennings does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein 
the intra-document link points to an anchor at the intra-document portion, the anchor 
being defined in the search result document". 

Hill teaches Plant-Models List 20 gives a user a list of models of machines in the 
plant. Model 24 is a gateway that would list all of the units in the plant that are of the 
requested. The above information shows that the Plant-Model list 20 as a link to Model 
24 as an anchor at the unit in the plant (paragraphs [0052, 0091]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Hill's teaching to Henning's system in order to organize 
web pages of documents in hierarchy manner from a broad entity to a more specific 
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entity so that a user can easily view modify a portion of a document easily and identify 
associations between documents within web pages. 



As to claim 9, Hennings does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation 
"determining whether the search result document link references an anchor defined in 
the search result document; and stripping the reference to the anchor from the search 
result document link if the search result document link references the anchor". 

Hill teaches Plant-Models list page 20 contains a link back to parent Model page 
24. It means that when a user want to back to parent Model page 24, the user select a 
link back in Plant-Model list page 20 and the system will strip the link to the parent 
Model page 24 as anchor (paragraph [0091]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Hill's teaching of Plant-Models list page 20 contains a 
link back to parent Model page 24 to Henning's system in order to organize web pages 
of documents in hierarchy manner from a broad entity to a more specific entity so that a 
user can easily view modify a portion of a document easily and identify associations 
between documents within web pages. 

Claim 41 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 8. 
Claim 42 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 9. 
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8. Claims 1 1 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hennings in view of Shanny (US 2004015861 7). 

As to claim 1 1 , Hennings teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the providing 
the search result to the user includes providing a search result page" as (fig. 2). 

Hennings does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation '^vherein the instruction 
is at least one of a hidden tag and an attribute on a tag in the search result page". 

Shanny teaches hidden tag (paragraph [0041]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to apply Shanny's teaching of hidden tag to Hennings's system in 
order to allow transmission of all the input data as result data when instructions for 
submit are made and further to detect page load abandons in real time. 

Claim 44 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 1 1 . 

9. Claims 1 1 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hennings in view of Streble (US 6973492). 

As to claim 11, Hennings teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the jDroviding the 
search result to the user includes providing a search result page" as (fig. 2). 

Hennings does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein the instruction 
is at least one of a hidden tag and an attribute on a tag in the search result page". 

Streble teaches tag with a hidden attribute (col. 4, lines 56-60). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to apply Streble's teaching of tag with a hidden attribute to 
Hennlngs's system in order to allow transmission of all the Input data as result data 
when instructions for submit are made and further to detect page load abandons in real 
time. 

Claim 44 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 1 1 . 

10. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Call (US 
6418441 ) in view of Jensen-Grey (US 20020099697). 

As to claim 19, Call teaches the claimed limitation '^whereln the cached search 
result document is automatically scrolled to the portion the snippet" as (col. 23, lines 
15-40). 

Call does not explicitly teach " using JavaScript". 

Jensen-Grey teaches JavaScript (paragraph [0037]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Jensen-Grey's teaching of JavaScript to Call's system 
in order to link to another webpage associated with document or another portion 
associated with the document. 
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1 1 . Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hennings in view of Jensen-Grey (US 20020099697). 

As to claim 19, Hennings teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the cached 
search result document is automatically scrolled to the portion the snippet" as (col. 23, 
lines 15-40). 

Hennings does not explicitly teach " using JavaScript". 
Jensen-Grey teaches JavaScript (paragraph [0037]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Jensen-Grey's teaching of JavaScript to Hennings's 
system in order to link to another webpage associated with document or another 
portion associated with the document. 

12. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Call (US 
6418441 ) in view of Hennings. 

As to claim 20, Call teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the cached search 
result document is automatically scrolled to the portion containing the snippet" as (col. 
23, lines 15-40). 

Call does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "using a named anchor 
defined in the cached search document". 

Hennings teaches using a named anchor defined in a search result (fig. 2). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to apply Hennings's teaching of using a named anchor defined in a 
search result to find a portion of a document. 

Conclusion 

1 3. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 

applicant's disclosure. 

Williams et al (US 2003/005581 2). 

Smith III (US 6772139). 
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